The challenges of the 21st century, post-industrial society are increasingly complex. They will not be solved by the actions of individual, "heroic" leaders; instead, they require the participation of diverse stakeholders in order to make progress. Through a discussion of the evolution of leadership theory, we demonstrate that theories emerging from a post-industrial paradigm highlight the collective dimensions of leadership in contrast to the leader-centric theories of the Industrial Era. We draw from this literature to problematize the leader-centric nature of community leadership programs in the United States by specifically examining their sponsorship, content, and structure. Finally, we offer a vision for how to re-imagine community leadership programs so that they are more responsive to the complexity of the 21st century by drawing upon collective leadership and postmodern curriculum theory.
Introduction
Our global society faces a multitude of complex social issues. The 17 areas of the Sustainable Development Goals adopted by the United Nations are a prime example in which to see that there are many areas progress is needed in our world (United Nations, n.d.) . Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky (2009) recognize that these complex issues cannot be solved by individual leaders but will require the leadership of diverse stakeholders. At a macro level, leadership theories have shifted from leader-centric to collective perspectives of leadership (Ospina & Foldy, 2016) , which parallels the shift from industrial to post-industrial society in the United States (Rost, 1993) . The emerging theories recognize the need to understand complex adaptive systems (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009) , distinguish between authority and leadership (Heifetz, Grashow, & Linsky, 2009) , and acknowledge that many individuals must work collectively to make progress on complex issues (Ospina & Foldy, 2016) .
The nature of 21st century challenges and the trend in leadership theory suggests that more people must become engaged in their communities to address challenges. As leadership educators in higher education who prepare students to exercise leadership in their communities, we began to question the access community members had to leadership development. Community leadership programs (CLPs) surfaced as a pervasive mechanism for developing local community leaders (Azzam & to develop current and future leaders with the goal of improving the local community (Azzam & Riggio, 2003; Fredricks, 1998) . From our own experiences with local CLPs, we noticed a gap between emerging theories of leadership and the practice of leadership development in communities. This led to our inquiry about CLPs nationally: Are CLPs aligned with the needs of the 21st century and emerging paradigms of leadership? How might collective theories of leadership or other postmodern theories guide us in developing opportunities for community leadership development beyond CLPs?
In this paper, we demonstrate that although CLPs have been prevalent in the United States since the 1960s, they have not kept pace with the changes in leadership theory. These programs still generally focus on "leader" development, reinforced by the sponsorship, content, and structure of the programs (Azzam & Riggio, 2003; Porr, 2011; Williams & Wade, 2002) . Through this process, we seek to show how aligning community leadership development and collective paradigms of leadership may yield more effective responses to 21st century challenges. We describe societal and economic shifts that illuminate why collective interaction among people is increasing drastically in the Post-Industrial Era. Then, we discuss the evolution of leadership theories, focusing on the overarching shift from leader-centric to collective perspectives of leadership. Next, we explain how current CLP models perpetuate a problematic leader-centric paradigm rather than develop collective leadership, leading to misalignment with the needs of the Post-Industrial Era. After situating this imbalance, we draw upon postmodern curriculum theory to provide four recommendations for re-imagining community leadership development opportunities.
Lastly, we highlight the limitations of our analysis and note areas for future research.
Societal and Economic Shifts Gorey and Dobat (1996) describe three eras in Western economies: (a) the Agricultural Era, (b) the Industrial Era, and (c) the Knowledge Era. The "drivers of wealth" in each era have impacted the "design of society" (Bell, 1976, p. 48) . In the Agricultural Era, the driver of wealth was land and labor, and therefore, society was designed around the laborer's interaction with soil and weather. In the Industrial Era, labor continued contributing to wealth, but it was surpassed by capital, which was needed to purchase manufacturing equipment and pay for research and development (Gorey & Dobat, 1996) . Society in this era was designed around "fabrication, " such as harnessing energy to create machines (Bell, 1976, p. 47) . In the Knowledge Era, or post-industrial society, wealth is primarily driven by intellect rather than land, labor, or capital (Bell, 1976) . The post-industrial society-our current society-is designed around people, including the exchange of information among them.
Although we find "drivers of wealth" to be a limiting way to study social organization, we recognize that they are strongly related. The increase of information exchange in today's society, perhaps driven by capitalism, has far reaching impacts on our global community. Exchange of information occurs in large volumes and at quick speeds. Bell (1976) argues that this creates an "enlargement of an individual's world" (p. 48). In the Agricultural Era, a farmer would likely only interact with family members or farm workers/slaves on their land.
In the Industrial Era, the majority of workers only needed to interact with the other employees at their company to produce materials. In advancements and globalization contribute to the enlargement of one's world and help facilitate the interaction among people.
The initial scholarship conceptualizing the postindustrial society (Bell, 1973; Touraine, 1971) emerged in the early 1970s, and the turn of the 21st century marks an increased intensity of the technological advancements that are central to the post-industrial society. At the onset of the 21st century, Gulati and Raina (2000) presented new competencies for librarians and information professionals. They recognize information as a critical resource of the Knowledge Era, with electronic media being "the dominant form of information dissemination, storage and retrieval" (para. 4) and thus, representing a paradigm shift for information services. Developments of technology such as the IBM PC in 1981, the Apple Macintosh (Mac) in 1984 , SMS messaging in 1992 , Skype in 2003 , Facebook in 2004 , and the iPhone in 2007 show a steady development of technological tools that increase capacity for communication (Hall, 2017) . Smartphones now facilitate near constant access to the internet and social media, making interactions among people available from almost anywhere at anytime. Gibson and Longo (2011) argue that given this "significant cultural transformation, " a "shift in the notion of leadership is hardly an accident" (p. 5). Bell There are prominent technology leaders, but we believe the major cultural shift in the Knowledge Era is the critique of "dominant figures" and that leadership is enacted by people who utilize information to better understand and address complex challenges.
As we discuss shifts of leadership in the Post-Industrial Era toward collective perspectives, we do this in the context of the 21st century. In the following section, we discuss how theories of leadership have evolved over time with specific attention to the shift between industrial and post-industrial paradigms of leadership and the emergence of collective paradigms of leadership necessary for today's society.
Evolution of Leadership Theory
Our aim in discussing the evolution of leadership theory is to demonstrate how formal theories have progressed at a macro level. At this level the evolution of leadership includes a shift from a leader-centric paradigm to a collective paradigm of leadership. To illustrate the shift we examine the "story most often told" (Dugan, 2017, p. 59) , which includes dominant narratives of leadership theory.
We recognize that formal theories have historically left out marginalized perspectives and are limited in their application to practice. This is similar to Dugan's note that the Women's Suffrage Movement and the Civil Rights Movements as practices of leadership have been systematically excluded from formal theory in the Industrial Era. However, we examine the dominant narratives of leadership theory because these theories have, in reality, dominated discussions of leadership in the literature and professional associations and, therefore, have impacted the design of CLPs.
Leader-Centric Paradigm. Most stories of leadership theory begin with attention on the leader.
Leader-centric theories depict the mainstream image of a tall man standing at the front of the room providing instruction or inspiration. The origin of this story begins by theorizing that specific traits such as intelligence, self-confidence, and integrity (Northouse, 2016) make people better leaders.
The extended story includes particular skills (e.g., conceptual skills) and behaviors (e.g., task or relationship behaviors) as key characteristics of leaders (Nelson & Squires, 2017; Northouse, 2016) . Dugan (2017) approaches to leadership suggest that good leaders change depending on the needs of the situation or context (Antonakis & Day, 2018; Nelson & Squires, 2017; Northouse, 2016) . While attention to skills, behaviors, and situations complicate original trait theories, they primarily focus on the aspects of a "leader. "
Relational theories still depict a person standing at the front of the room, but now that leader is interacting with followers. Northouse (2016) outlines some of the major theories following situational approaches including Path-Goal Theory,
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX), Transformational
Leadership, and Servant Leadership. These are vastly different theories, but categorically they all consider the interaction between a leader and a follower. For example, LMX theory focuses on the dyadic relationship between leader and follower and places followers in either an in-group or out-group depending on how close they are with the leader (Northouse, 2016) . Even though there is a relational aspect to this theory, it still distinguishes between leaders and followers with power residing with the leader.
Toward the end of the 20th century, Rost (1993) Many theorists have built upon the post-industrial paradigm more recently while also challenging the existing dichotomy of leaders and collaborators, focusing instead on distributed, shared, and collective leadership. Next, we discuss the collective paradigm of leadership that has been emerging in the Post-Industrial Era.
Collective Paradigm. Cullen-Lester and Yammarino (2016) explain that "a paradigm shift has occurred within the field-many scholars now view leadership as a property of the collective, not the individual" (p. 174), thus naming the collective as the focus of the new paradigm. Ospina and Foldy (2016) share that "the very idea that leadership for the common good resides within a single individual leader has started to lose currency" (p. 1). Within the post-industrial paradigm of leadership, there is an emerging focus on collective theories of leadership that depict leadership as an activity that occurs within systems.
Although this paradigm shift is still evolving, it is clear that the collective is becoming a more prominent dimension of leadership. These theories reflect the societal and economic shifts toward the Post-Industrial Era but are specifically representative of the advanced connectivity of the 21st century. Dugan (2017) Complexity Leadership Theory (CLT). While adaptive leadership has been around for over 20 years, "formal theorizing on complexity leadership has been around only about half that time" (Dugan, 2017, p. 257 Era and place an emphasis on leadership as a process that is beyond the efforts of one individual.
As discussed in the following section, most CLPs 
Community Leadership Programs Within our Changing Society
CLPs have varied participants, budgets, goals, and approaches, but an aim they share is the improvement of the local community (Azzam & Riggio, 2003) . Some programs were designed to address specific challenges such as the race riots in the 1960s or to fill specific vacant leadership roles, while others were implemented to more broadly to inspire citizens to take on leadership roles and create a mutual understanding of community issues (Azzam & Riggio, 2003) . CLPs as a form of leadership development began in the late 1950s (Leadership Philadelphia, n.d.a) when the driver of wealth within our society was capital (Bell, 1976 period, society grew as more people produced more goods, and as such, leadership development was equated with good management (Rost, 1993) .
As a result, the components of many programs originated from the leader-centric paradigm of the Industrial Era.
To examine initial leadership approaches of CLPs, it is worthwhile to discuss the origin of the first program of its kind, Leadership Philadelphia, which has served as the "flagship model for over 1,000 such organizations across the country" (Leadership Philadelphia, n.d.a, para. 1). Initially established in 1959 at the University of Pennsylvania, this program started by offering sessions to "selected prominent executives and younger Philadelphians interested in community affairs" (n.d.a, para. 2). By intentionally focusing on individuals with the greatest amount of prominence in the city, the program catered to an exclusive audience.
The organization's approach has not changed much; current recruitment materials state that a qualified candidate "should be prominent within his or her organization. " And "generally, more than half of the class has earned MBAs or MAs, and more than a quarter of the class hold JD or PhD credentials" (Leadership Philadelphia, n.d.b, para. 5). In addition, the organization's mission statement, "to mobilize and connect the talent of the private sector to serve the community" (Leadership Philadelphia, n.d.a, para. 1), also establishes that the organization is exclusively for individuals employed in the private sector.
Leadership Philadelphia's mission and participant selection appear to be well-intended, but these practices align with approaches of leadership from the Industrial Era when top-down leadership was considered most effective (O'Neill and Brinkerhoff, 2018) . The use of this language in the recruitment materials and the mission statement, indicates that the program's focus is not on recruiting participants from all backgrounds and life experiences to this program. This approach is in contrast to collective paradigms of leadership, which inform us that engaging diverse stakeholders in the process of creating solutions to difficult challenges is a necessity for making lasting progress (Heifetz et al., 2009 identified Chamber of Commerce programs as the most prevalent, followed by independent entities, and lastly academic institutions (Porr, 2011) .
Within these categories, sponsorship is often connected to the interests of the coordinating organization. For instance, some land-grant universities with extension programs sponsor rural and/or agricultural based CLPs to further their missions of public service outreach to all citizens of the state (Black, Meltzer, & Waldrum, 2006; Stoecker, Willis, & Lersch, 2009 ). These types of programs generally have different approaches than programs sponsored by Chamber of Commerce organizations as these seek to serve the needs of local business associations (Porr, 2011) .
Regardless of sponsorship type, many CLPs are faced with the challenge of funding. In one study of programs across the state of California, researchers found that 41% of program coordinators identified funding as a challenge (Azzam & Riggio, 2003) . The authors found a majority of programs (55%) were financed using tuition paid by participants or their employers and at least one other method, which included donations from local businesses and fundraising as common methods to acquire the necessary funds. Content. The sponsorship and funding of CLPs plays a role in the overall impact the program can have through its structure and content. Porr (2011) described that the needs and interests of the governing body that oversaw the CLP shaped the content. For example, it was described that Chamber of Commerce sponsored CLPs spent a greater amount of time than other types traveling between locations and sitting in presentations designed for participants to know more about the community. Even though CLPs were found to take into consideration feedback from participants, the interests of their sponsoring bodies played a significant role in program decisions (Porr, 2011) .
Although CLPs vary by sponsor, there are similarities to the approaches that are taken within the program curricula. Through an analysis of California CLPs, Azzam and Riggio (2003) described two approaches.
The first and more prevalent approach was an orientation focus and the second was an instruction
focus. An orientation approach was described as one "focused on orienting participants to the functions of the community and introducing them to different leaders within the community, " whereas an instruction approach was stated to be "focused on teaching participants leadership skills through courses and structured lessons" (p. 57). Their study demonstrated that while the majority of programs (76%) used some form of both approaches, 21% used only the orientation approach, and three percent used only the instruction approach. For programs using both approaches, coordinators incorporated the instructional approach through different methods and for different amounts of program time ranging from 10% to 50% (Azzam & Riggio, 2003) .
Programs that placed a greater emphasis on the orientation approach often did so based on the experience and knowledge of the instructors and coordinators (Azzam & Riggio, 2003) . Due to budget constraints of these programs, instructors were often alumni volunteers. Porr (2011) described the reason for this as volunteers were more comfortable setting up tours in the community and focusing on networking rather than teaching leadership theory. Some programs, which relied heavily on the orientation approach, were identified to have become more of a meet and greet program rather than a tool for creating meaningful community change (Porr, 2011) . Many of the programs that Past researchers have questioned the magnitude of impact CLPs have on the community, stating that there is much less evidence of community impact than there is of individual impact (Emery, Fernandez, Gutierrez-Montes, & Butler, 2007) . Keating and Gasteyer (2012) explain that although community issues may be introduced or discussed by participants, a shared commitment to engage in ongoing collaborations to make progress on these challenges does not occur. Some CLPs have evolved to include a requirement of participants to either individually, or as a group, complete a community service project. For example, a Leadership Sacramento class implemented a program to make repairs and improvements to
low-income neighborhoods in partnership with
Habitat for Humanity (Metro Chamber, n.d.).
These projects are seen as ideal opportunities for participants to apply the knowledge and skills gained to assist in addressing a community issue (Apaliyah & Martin, 2013) . This is a positive step, yet the service that is done is often approached in a charity or one-time project-based approach for the community emphasizing that external "leaders" have the ability to solve challenges in short periods of time. Engaging with the community to collectively address root causes of challenges, such as sufficient affordable housing, is likely needed to make progress alongside the community members who have a long-term commitment to the issue.
In the Ford Institute Leadership Program, participants often are required to complete the project by the end of the six month or yearlong program (Etuk, Rahe, Crandall, Sektnan, & Bowman, 2013) . Participants may have some knowledge around the issue, but it may not be sufficient to truly understand the root causes of what is occurring and instead are only able to take steps to focus on the symptoms of the issue. As was discussed previously, adaptive challenges require learning of the root cause and must involve multiple stakeholders in the process. Within CLPs, the time constraint and lack of diverse participant experiences or expertise around the community project contributes to participants' decisions to focus on addressing technical challenges. Addressing technical challenges may provide some value to the community, however, greater depth is needed to address the adaptive challenges to make lasting change.
Structure. In addition to sponsorship and content, the structure of the CLP impacts the leadership development opportunity. The structure includes the parameters of the design of the program.
In this section, we specifically focus on time and participants as two major design elements of program structure. (Willis & Stoecker, 2013) .
Similarly, programs in Minnesota have a wide range of duration from five to 18 months (Scheffert, 2007) . The total amount of hours that participants spend in programs is challenging to identify due to the broad variance of program lengths, however, one study across California CLPs found the average time involved to be 70 hours (Azzam & Riggio, 2003) . Programs can find it challenging to coordinate time among participants and often require participants to take time away from their employment to participate (Willis & Stoecker, 2013) . programs with less time (Apaliyah & Martin, 2013; Scheffert, 2007) . Although these studies examine individuals' leadership development, something more consistent with a leader-centric paradigm, they demonstrate that the total amount of time matters and is positively correlated with program outcomes.
As described previously, CLPs largely have an agreed upon start and end date.
This provides a benefit to the individuals signing up because they know they must only commit to a set amount of time. (Azzam & Riggio, 2003; Porr, 2011; Wituk et al., 2005) . Additionally, the income of participants in CLPs tended to be in the middle to middle to upper middle-class range. One study of a sample of programs across five states found that 80% of participants had annual incomes greater than $50,000 (Apaliyah & Martin, 2013) .
A makeup of individuals with middle to upper middle-class incomes could be due to the tuition that is charged for many CLPs.
In the state of California, Azzam and Riggio (2003) found that the mean tuition price was $907. In another study, researchers identified the tuition prices for agriculturalfocused programs had a mean cost of $2,974 (Kaufman et al., 2012) . For some programs, employers financially sponsor their employees to participate and allow for time off to help relieve the burden on the individual (Willis & Stoecker, 2013) . To also alleviate some of the financial burden on participants, programs offer varying amounts for scholarships to participate (Azzam & Riggio, 2003; Stoecker et al., 2009 ). However, the amount awarded may not cover the full cost of the tuition.
In a statewide review of CLPs in Kansas, the average scholarship amount was approximately two-thirds the average tuition price (Wituk et al., 2003) .
CLPs could more effectively acknowledge and work to make progress on adaptive challenges by increasing engagement with diverse stakeholders in these programs.
Often CLP participants possess some type of financial, educational, or professional privilege that is connected to positional power. Non-positional leaders are either not recruited or selected, and they may not feel they belong in a setting for leadership.
Some administrators of CLPs recognized that greater progress on community issues could be made if they were able to more successfully involve individuals who were not traditionally considered leaders (Keating & Gasteyer, 2012 it out and testified why she could not participate" (p. 158). It is precisely this leader-centric perspective of leadership that can prevent diverse stakeholders from receiving leadership development.
An industrial approach to leadership is one that is top-down and "heroic" rather than collective (Rost, 1993) other leaders, which is on par with a leader-centric perspective if those selected are perceived to already possess the traits and credentials needed to be a leader. However, leader-centric CLP practices can be counterproductive due to its promotion of the idea that "heroic" leaders can alone solve community challenges (Rost, 1993) .
Although the idea for CLPs was established in a time-period when the accepted view was that developing an individual will directly correlate to that individual using new knowledge and skills to improve the community (Williams & Wade, 2002) , leadership scholars in the Post-Industrial Era point to this not being effective in increasing the capacity of the community to solve problems (Bridger & Alter, 2006 Leadership (1995) in which they estimated 750 programs to be in existence (as cited in Porr, 2011, p. 97) . Now, nearly 25 years later, the actual number is likely greater than that as several statewide studies demonstrate that numerous programs have begun in the past two decades and, many original programs remain active (see Azzam & Riggio, 2003; Kaufman et al., 2012) . challenges require learning for both the problem and the solution and require engagement of diverse stakeholders over time (Heifetz et al., 2009 ). Reynolds and Webber (2004) write:
Control is not the only ghost in the clock of curriculum-to use the predominant modernist, mechanistic, metaphor-it is the ghost, which actually runs the clock. It is time to put this ghost to rest, let it retire peacefully to the land of no return and to liberate curriculum to live a life of its own. Prepare Content While Being Flexible. Because post-industrial curriculum relies so much on context and a diverse set of participants within a complex adaptive system, it can be difficult to make instructional plans. We recommend preparing for curricular experiences but also being flexible when implementing the curriculum. In our experience, it has been worthwhile to have sets of terms, concepts, and ideas that we hope to teach and then engage with the learners through experiential pedagogies (e.g., case-in-point) that use the current moment to help decide what learning might happen. If you have already covered a certain concept and the opportunity presents itself again to teach about that, you may choose to let that opportunity pass by in hopes of another uncovered opportunity. This practice can meet learning goals but lets the group and the lived experience determine the order in which we learn those concepts. This requires preparation, because the educator must be ready to teach about the concepts that are available to them in that moment. A flexible approach to content aligns with the dynamic nature of collective leadership that emerges through group interactions.
These complex interactions would be too unpredictable to implement a prescribed curriculum. Therefore, the selection of the leadership educator or facilitator is also important.
Facilitators may benefit by having some familiarity with the leadership issue being addressed, but we suggest their expertise be more process-than content-oriented. Facilitators who have a deep knowledge of collective leadership theories and experience exercising leadership can provide a touch point for community members. Their role includes creating a holding environment and creating urgency through disequilibrium (Heifetz et al., 2009 ).
An exemplar leadership development technique that embraces flexibility is leadership coaching.
Leadership coaches can touch base with community members individually and can coach around specific content driven by the needs of the individual (Reiss, 2009 Secondly, the four recommendations provided in this paper were developed through conceptual scholarly work. We recognize that for those operating under current constraints of funding and time, implementing our recommendations may be challenging. This is why we chose to offer a range of recommendations for re-imagining community leadership development broadly. A comprehensive survey as previously described would be valuable for understanding the landscape of community leadership development opportunities, but studying each of the four recommendations may also be valuable. Using case study methodology could help us learn from programs in their existing context.
We particularly think finding cases of programs that challenge the traditional notions of time would help re-imagine community leadership development. Ultimately, more research is needed to understand how to align community leadership development with emerging leadership theories. Starting with programs that align a portion of their program with collective paradigms may be worthwhile to investigate instead of waiting to find a program that integrates collective dimensions holistically.
Another limitation to our inquiry is its U.S.-centric perspective. Our goal was to understand how CLPs have developed and influenced communities in the United States, however, future studies that seek to expand practices of leadership development would be strengthened from a global perspective. Making progress on global issues, like the Sustainable Development Goals, requires leadership from countries across the globe. We especially recommend attention to community leadership development in countries that are more collectivist than the United States. We posit that collective dimensions of leadership may be more culturally ingrained and could provide guidance to individualistic cultures shifting to collective leadership development.
Scholars interested in studying community leadership development from a collective paradigm may benefit from "matching method to lens" (Schall, Ospina, Godsoe, & Dodge, 2004, p. 156 
Conclusion
In this paper, we have problematized the leadercentric nature of CLPs in the United States, including their sponsorship, content, and structure. We demonstrated that leadership theory has shifted from leader-centric to collective perspectives of leadership, which parallels a shift in the United States from an industrial to post-industrial society.
We provided a summary of key leadership theories that represent emerging, post-industrial theories: collective dimensions of leadership, adaptive leadership, and Complexity Leadership Theory. After visualizing the problematic gap between current CLPs and emerging leadership theory, we offered the reader four recommendations for re-imagining community leadership development. While scholarship exists on collective leadership and CLPs separately, we argue this theory to practice gap needs to be ameliorated.
It is imperative that more communities exercise collective leadership to address complex social issues. Leadership development may enhance the capacity of communities to address these issues if they more closely align with collective paradigms rather than leader-centric paradigms. The complex challenges of our 21st century, post-industrial society will not be saved by the "heroic" leader.
It is important to stop perpetuating the leadercentric paradigm of leadership through programs that are meant to only network those with existing privilege. Instead, we need community leadership development opportunities where diverse stakeholders can come together around common issues alongside leadership educators to enhance the practice of collective leadership to address complex social issues.
